DI 166-012-3 AUC 21973
Mr. James T, dunnicuti

Sims & Lewis

Attorneys at Law

114 Main Street

LaGrauge, Georgia 30240

Dear Mr, uaonicutt:

This is in xespense to your letiexrs of

April 20, 1973, amd Jume 4, 1973, in which you

submitted Georgia Act 1052 znd 1053 specifying
changes in the method of electing ecity councilmen
aad wewbers of the Board of Education of the City
of Hogamgville, Georgla, to the Attorney General
for his veview pursuant to the Voting Rights Act
ef 1965.

The submitted change requires that 2 Boaxrd
of Educatien camdidate dealzmate the specific post
he seeks and zecelve 3 majority vote to be elected
énd requires a city councilman candidate to recelve
a majority vote to be elected in a pazticular post.
vur analysls has shown that where, as in Hogansvilie,
there 1s increasiny participaticn In the policical
process by the black cosmamity, a majority and desigoated
post xequiroment have the practical effects of alininating
the potentisl fox minoxity voters to elect candidates
of thelr choice through the vse of single-shot voting.
Furthermore, the impositica of & majority requireament
orn a pre-existing designated post system similarly reduces
the potential voting strength of winmority groups. These
chanyes occurred after the fivrst black to be elected to
the clty coumell was elected under the plurality system.
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In addition, xecent court deciaionms dealing with
issues of this nature, and to which we feel obligated
to pive great weight, indicate that thae combination of
aumbered posts aad majority wote requirements would
have the wffect of abridging minority voting rights.
See, White v. Register, 41 U.5.L.W. 4885 (1973); Graves
v. Barnes, 343 F.S5upp. 794 (¥.D. Tex,, 1972); See also,
Whiteowmb v, Chavis, 403 U.3, 124 (1971).

Bosed on the above analysis we are unable to
conclude as we must under the Voting Rights Act, that
this plan doses not have the purpose and will not have
tha effect of denylng or abridging the right to vota
on account of race oz color. I sust, therefore, on
behalf of the Attorney Ceneral, iaterpose sn objection
to the implementation of Act 1052 end Acet 1033 Section 1,

Qf course, Secticn 3 permits you to seek a
declaretory judgment from the District Court for the
Pistrict of Columbia that this plan has neithex the
purpose nor will have the effect of denyimg or abridgiag
the zight to vote on account of race., Uatil such judgment
is rendered by that court, however, the legsl eiffect is
to make unenforxceable the changes in the method of clecting
city councilmen and Board of Education members in
Hoganaville.

Siccerely,

J. STANLEY PCTYTINGER
Assistant Attoransy Cenaral
Civil Rights Division




